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To Wilfrid Ward	The Athenaum,
Pall Mall, S.W.
June 10,1915
my dear wilfrid,
I don't think I agree with you. The difficulty of the
objective view which you say is so obvious in the case of
painting is that it breaks down at once in the presence of
a photograph or Madame Tussaud. The photograph is the
objective man recorded by the impersonal sun—Madame
Tussaud's figures have often been mistaken for living
persons. So I myself have mistaken the figure of Tasso
in San Onofiio at Rome for life. In every case this life-
likeness is the precise negation of art. Art requires the
personality of the artist as well as that of his sitter: it is
not art without. The ordinary academy portrait—Harris
Brown of the Bishop of Winchester for instance is exactly,
almost horribly, like. But there being no Harris Brown in
it—or indeed in rerum natura at all—it is perfectly dead
as art, as dead as one of Leader's landscapes, which are
exactly like what any fool can see in the open air for him-
self Leader has contributed nothing.
Of course, artists often tend, especially after they have
attained success, to " abound in their own sense " and give
too much of themselves and too little of the subject or the
sitter. So Turner's later landscapes, so Vajidyke's later
portraits, which are just Vandyke over and over again, all
the same graceful gentility which he liked, nothing to
mark the different characters of the different sitters.
No doubt as you say the aim of the artist, whether in
painting or biography or history, should be to tell the
truth. But art is, as I think Plato would have said, the
limited, not the unlimited which is chaos. It is a process
of limitation and definition—and its very differentia is to
know that it is 3 compound of two things which limit
each other. One is the facts, the actual man or face: the
other is the form to be impressed upon them to take them
out of the chaos of mere material, and that form is the per-
sonal genius of the artist or writer. The artist cannot give

